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Robert W. Quinn, Jr.
Director - Federal Government Affairs

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Suite 1000
1120 20th St, NW
Washington, DC ;'0036
202 457-3851
FAX 202 457-2545

RECEIVEO
~t1

APR - t 1998

RE: Ex Parte
Application by SBC Communications, Inc. Pursuant to Section 271 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as Amended, to Provide In-Region, interLATA
Service in Oklahoma, CC Docket No. 97-121

Dear Ms. Roman Salas:

On Tuesday March 31, 1998, Jim Grudus, Joan Marsh, Susan Faccenda, and I of
AT&T met with Michael Pryor, Jake Jennings, Jason Oxman and Andrea Kearney of the
Common Carrier Bureau's Policy and Program Planning Division to discuss information
regarding Ameritech's Operational Support Systems as well as the communications that
AT&T has had to date with Ameritech with respect to obtaining combinations of network
elements. Attached are several documents distributed during the presentation.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted on the next business day to the
Secretary ofthe FCC in accordance with Section 1. 1206(a)(1 ) of the Commission's rules.

Sincerely,

,h4~~/~
Attachments

cc: J. Jennings
J. Oxman
M. Pryor
A. Kearney No. of Copies rec'd

UstABCDE '----



30 SDultl Wack,r Dnve
FIDcr 39
Chi~;a. IL 60606
O1Tlce 3121750·5367
Faa 31VS09·6307

JIIul'.Ltua8n
Assislanl General Counsel

VIA FAcsrMILE AND U.S. MAIL

October 17, 1997

William A. Davis II
AT&T
Chief Regulatory Counsel
13111 Floor
227 West Monroe Street
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Dear Bill:

This responds to your letter to me dated October 8. 1997, which I received on
October 14, 1997. You asked for Ameritach's written position regarding the so
called UNE Platform.

Bill, AT&T has been fully aware of Ameritech's legal position regarding the UNE
Platform: the UNE Platform, as defined by AT&T, is inconsistent with the
Telecommunications Act of , 996 and not required by the interconnection
agreements between our companie6.

As I represented to you and to len Cali. Ameritech agreed to work to implement
the UNE Platform during the time this issue remained unresolved on appeal.
Our agreement to work. with AT&T. however, was with the express and mutual
understanding that neither party was waiVing its legal rights. As such, your
apparent surprise at Ameritech's decision to '"litigate" this issue is puzzling. The
fact of the matter is that the legality of your vision of the UNE Platform has been
the subject of litigation since at least the August 8, 1996 release of the FCC's
First Report and Order in Docket 96-98.

The Order on Petitions for Rehearing of the United States Court of Appeals for
the Eighth Circuit, filed on October '4, 1997, now resolves the platform issue.

\
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As the Court held in granting certain petitions for rehearing, including
Ameritech's:

Section 251(c)(3) requires an incumbent LEe to provide access to
the elements of its network only on an unbundled (as opposed to a
combined) basis. Stated another way, § 251 (c)(3) does not permit
a new entrant to purchase the incumbent LEG's assembled
platform(s) of combined network elements (or any lesser existing
combination of two or more elements) in order to offer competitive
telecommunications services.

As I understand it, AT&T's uassume-as-is· UNE Platform involves access to
existing assembled network elements on a combined - as opposed to an
unbundled - basis. As such, AT&T's \lersion ofthe UNE Platform is inconsistent
with Section 251 (c)(3), and clearly outside the scope of our interconnection
agreement.

Therefore, continued implementation discussions regarding AT&rs UNE
Platform do not seem productive. Ameritech recommends, however, that we
begin discussions regarding AT&T's access to unbundled network elements
under our interconnection agreement in a manner consistent with the Act and the
Eight Circuit's Opinion. Such discussion should be coordinated with AT&T'5
account management team, which I assume will occur in the normal course of
business.

Bill, if you would like to discuss our legal position in further detail, feel free to give
me or Mike Karson (3121867-5568) a call.

Sincerely,

'd!:L~
JTL:plj

c: Neil Cox
Mike Karson

C:\lENAHA~152.doe



'..• ..

William A. 0 ••1. II
ChIef Aegulalory Counsel
Central Region

John T. Lenahan, Esq.
Assistant General Counsel
Ameritech
30 South Wacker Drive. Floor 39
Chicago, ~L 60606

Dcar John:

October 23, 1997

13th Floor
227 Well Montoe Slrss\
Ch'Cillilo. Il 60606
J 12 230-2636

I have your response of October 17, 1997 to my letter of October 8, 1997
concerning the lINE Platform. Obviously our compani~have on-going differences
that are incapable of being resolved in correspondence betwccn the two of us, but 1 will
respond briefly to your letter and address the question of how we may best pursue
platform issues going forward.

I am puzzled by your statement that AT&T5 v~ionofthc UNE Platform is
both inconsistent with Section 251(c) ofthc Act and Ilc:lcarly outside the scope of our
interconnection agreement. to I understand your citation to the 8· Circuit Court of
Appeals' decision of October 14, 1997 in connection with the first point (and as noted
we will continue to differ on the merits of that reading of the Act); at the same time,
however, then: exists clear state law basis for the platform in a number of our states
(e.g., Michigan. Illinois). MoreovCI", as to the !Scope of the interconnection agreements,
I wonder whether and bow your position takes into account Scbedule 9.5, Sec.I.I7.
which provides:

"When AT&T oreicr.t Network Elements or Combinations that an:
cU1"l"Cluy intercoDnected and functional and remain interconnected to the
samc adju::cnt Nctwork Elements, such Network Elemcnts and
CombinatiOn! will remain interconnected and functional without aay
discoancction or disruption of functionality of such Nctwork Elements.
There !ball be DO charge for such interconnection.. Coa.scqw:ntly. for
Ammteeh retail Customers who simply wish to switch their local
scnr'ice providers and keep the same type of service provided through the
same equipmeD~ this method ofordc:ri.ng will accomplish this wi1h no
physical cJ:umaes required in the existing Network Elements. UndcT
these c:in;w:nstan.c~.it shall not be necessary for AT&T to c;;oUocate

ro
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equipment in Ameritech Central Offices to connec:t the unbundled
Network. Element. If shared Network Elements are used. Ameritech will
be responsible for all engineering, provisioning and maintenance of
these components to ensure they support the agreed-upon grade of
service,"

Among the network "combinations" which Ameritech agreed 10 provide pursuant to
Section 9.3.4, of course. is the "Unbundled Element Platform with Opcralor Services
and Directory Assistance." We read~ sections ofthc interconnection aaRCmcnt to
provide expressly for AT&Ts ~CTSioD of the UNE Platform,. and I am th~forc at a
loss as to how Ameriteeh can l'1:'Concile these provisions with it! position IhaI the
AT&T UNE PlatfcTm is "ouuide the scope" of oW'~mt.

In any event., and without prejudice to our legal positions. AT&T is prepared to
pursue di!cussioru ofUNE Platform issues - including A.tm:ritech's proposed approlU:h
to UNE availability in light of the 8* Circuit's rulini - from an operational and
business perspective. In particular, AT&.T win need to know with specificity just bow
Ameritech proposes to mak.c each UNE available to requesting carriers on a separated
basis in II manner that will allow those requesting camet'! to combine sw;h clements.
B~ Bennett will be taking up t.h.oe iSSUC3, consistent with your !Uiie5tion, in
discussioIl5 with Ameritecb's AT&T account management team.

William A. Davis, n

": Neil Cox. E5q.
Mike Kanon, Esq.

bee: Len Cll1i
Bruce Benncn
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NO'lember 14,1997

VIA FACSIMILE

Daniel J. Koch,r. Director
Planning and lmplemena.tlon
Ameritech
jSO North Orleans. 3'4 Floor
Chicago. lI1inais 60654

Dear Dan.

--
V ATlaT

~St" Floor
227 W Monroe Slreel
::hieago.IL 60606·5016
312 230·3312
::Al( J 12 230-888e

In OLl.l" November 6, 1997 meeting we discUSJcd certain operational issuc.s associated with Ameritech '$

proposed methods for making UNEs available to CLE~. uauming the 8~ emit CaUl! dl:Cision is nof
ovcnwncd. Amcritech's n:spcnse, in aenenl. was thaI dill CLEC, would be ~uired to R:combinc

.Nctwon: Elcmcnu in COllocalion space pun:hucd On t!:rms and cQnditions per the lnte~onncction

AlfCement. Thll letter scu forth AT&T's und.erstandini of Amc:ritech 's rcquUrmcnlS bucd on our
discussions IUld lcelts ~our confinnlltion of our undcntandina. Also. AT&T is submitting additional
questions to better undcl"'5tand Amcritech' s; operational plans and rcqui.n::menu for recombined UNEs.
Ameritech a~d to respond 10 in writing 10 a.dditional qu~tions on UNE recombining.

Listed below,", the queslions AT&:.T askecl Amcritcch in our mcilinB and the Amerilcch res~onsC'l ll.S we
understand them:

I. Whal are the eleaJ~nu Am~ti(cchwill offer '0 CLECs on aD UnbUDqlcd balis?

Arnericech will keep the loop and NlD connected and will not provide a loap without a PolID. The
clements Ameritech will mAokc available are: loop and NID combined. laeal Iwitching includina
signaling inhc~t in the switch CinciLldlnllacu:u to daJabucs). lrINlIOft - bodt dedicated and
Arneritteh'S __enia" or "shared". l3ndc.m switehing.landc:m tran.~nand OSIOA.

1. Haw ';11 CLEC.t be required (0 rtcOlllb'nc ,ta••t.a.au?

Amcritcdl R'quirrs CLECs Co combine elements in cQllocation Ip~. ~ CL£C will rcqu&n:
collocation sflacc In ~h central office. incillding cancletn offices. in ardcr (0 n:=mbinc UNEs. At die
M.in Di.Qibution frame, Ameritceh will "disc:onl1CCl" an e:r;lltincloop when. CL£C fumi.ha a valid
cUoScamcr ~ucst (or lel"lic:c. Amr:r1teeh wo"ld caablish jumJlcn for both &1\. loop lind switch side
cemnection on AmCTitC'Ch's Main Dil1:ributton Frame (KMDF/. An Amem~h-~Ycddlird "artY
vendor would be required to C$&&blilh &he CQMccticn bclWC'I:'I'I the coUocuion calC Ind Amcriccch's
MDF. Thl CL£C will establish its OW" MDF in iu coJJCIQ%ion case and will be n:rpansiblc (or
pbysi~lyCllJ$s-<cMCl:ting loop jumpcn and line portjura~on its MDF. Aftl.nteen i"dicaUld that
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:l CLEC may make all the connections within its cage at one time. Additionally. Ameritec:h indicated
thai In Intermcc1iiLIC Distribution Frame: CIDF") connection between its MOF anci the collocation cage
may also be required in some centrlSl offices. Amcritech sllid il would not utilize Il COmmon fnme
olluide of the collocation s~acc to terminatc mUltiple CU::C~' cro"-connccts. Moreover. eros!
connection of Ameritech switching wIth dedicated tnU\spOrt mmks would be periormed in the
collocated sp~e under Ameritech's definition of "skarcd" transport.

3. Does AtnCl"ilcch allow CL£Cs 10 .hue U,e lime inleroffIce transpon used by Amerilfch?

'No. A CLEC purchuina lINE intcroffice ~spon will be purchasing dedicated interoffice tTUnk.3 and
CaN'IDt simultBncously use the lame intcrtlffi~e transport used by Amc:ritech.

4. Can CLECs ~urch.lc Amerilech 's "shared" lnansport to quantitieslmaller lhan a full trun~
irouP?

The lowest quantity currently negotiated and praclically implemented for inTcrcoMct:tion is the OS 1
level. Upon request. Amcritecn \,Will split tne "shared" fraJ\sp0l'l bill fer II OS I among shilt'ing CLEw.

S. How don Amerilech complete a line usignmcnf for IU ellisTlnc customen?

A physical disconnection 811d rcconnc:ction ollen is not ncc~1U'Y when an existini loop is assigned to
ill} Ameritech customer: rather. Ameritech is able to accomplish this wk via an electronic (keyboard)
input.

6. DOeI • CLEC b.n to purchale 1I8t1aling lep.,.. te from n,jrtblnl1

No. On the linc side. the line card has ,iiDaling IU an embedded function. On the trunJr: side. 8 CL!;.C
can purchase either MF or 557 tn.tn.Iu. The basic signaling capability is inhe~t in the switch;
siplliini is nal ardcml separately if switchina is ordcnsd. This baic ligDaling c~abilitY includes
access to the Amcritech dazabascs (i.e. 800/888, 911. LIDS. ctc. ci&.tllhUIS), A CLEe purchuing
switching I1Id 55' lrunks does not have to pUl'Chuc: sepanlc =ceu to Ameritech '5 silo.ling nerwarlc:
and asloc:iated databases. Signaling include~ both TCAP ~d ISUP siiOaling.

i. When will Amerircch'l untluftdled e1emeftU ordering guide be: updated co renc:et rhe 8'· circuit
COUrl ruUni1

Amerilcch promised to filmish a date for Updating Its unbundled ordering luide. (AT&.T posed this
qUCltion 10 OUf Ameritech Accounl MaIlqcr an 101'23197 and i$ stilt w.iting for an anlwcr. Amenrech
hu a meuaae on its WEB sile indicating thlU the: unbundled.ordaing auidc will be updated to retlcCl
Ute Sill Circuit Court Nling).

8. Will AmcritC'(b allow CLEC. to rr:comblnc UNEI wlchout callocat60n7 Is Amerilech combining
c1ernlCnu tCIGay vta • rcmoU termill.'"'?

Ammlech requires colla~tian for CLEC rccombinlni of lINEs. for the 'lOSt majority of Amcrilet:h 's
OWT' cUStomers. service is provisioned via. sofr.wan upciata using. remOIe lC""in.!. Amcntcch
makes a physiCAlI connection co provide service only for new linQ (e.,. second lina).

9. Arc tha,.. ..,. tbe. CLECs e.a have .,Inrct acce:u 10 tha Aracritce:h MDF'! Is thCR IOI'twaR to
rr:cDmbiDe wi~haUI _ ph,..ical rCCOliftecdDu1

Americecn docs not antici;l.tc ~rovidini CLEC~d~ access \0 Ammrccft equipment. AmenlCch has
nat liYen ally thought to. sotfwa.re- bued mc:rhod of l"C'CQmbininllcpllRlC clcmc:nu:
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10. What happens if Amcritcch does not na\le sufficient room (0 accommodate coHQclltion in a
specinc centnl office'?

UndertheSe circumstances. Ameritech would allow virtual collocauon. anti would reqLure Amemc:ch
escort of the CLEC technician to pertorm work on the \/imJlllly collocatee equipment.

\1. Can CLECJ prc--wire in a coflpclltion space'?

Amerilech will not prohibit a CLEC from prewiring in its collocated space. A CLEC Ql1 also prewire
all of itS tic lines to IU\d from the MDF (or IDF .....here one eltisu} at one lime.

12. How will Ameritedl ensure coordination of the loop and line pon connections for eoch CLEC
cUltomer Ic'",ice order~

The CLEC would have to specify the physicalllppearances afthc loop and switch line port on the
indiyidual orders: Ameritech ha.s processes in place to coordinate the sepanate Qrders r~uired for the
loop and the line port on the SWl(ch.

13. How many loop and line pon jumper connections could Ameritcch complete 6n a single da~?

Ameritech indicated !.here is il physical limit to thc number of ccnvenlions .... hich can be done in IU\Y
given day because of the manual effort involved. but was not able to ~uantify this limit. To date.
Ameritech hILS not completed any 5rudic:s or &ll(cn any thought to what the maximum number of daily
connections would be.

14. AllIume. CLEC intend, 10 purchaslI ealloe-lion Ipace lolely (or PUFlIQUS of recombining (he
necCisary UNEJ Inlo the platform combination, nC"er thaa pun:huial callocacion 'pace lor
pro"idlnl raciUtlrs-blud len-icc, and there(o,. will nat nnd space (or equipment such a. liiht
iuide equipment: under thue cirellllllc..nca ....111 AlI1critech allow lt11l CLEC to purchatc
collocation space in Inc:rementl leu t"ab 100 square feet7

YclS. AmClritech w1l1 reconsider minimum UNE collocation $pace: rc:quircmen15. and will provide
A T&T with a response on thi, question.

IS, CQllocation rc~ui rcmenu Will Incteue the loop length, Ir this additianallcnllhneeessitatcs laop
conditioning, who is reSpoTlSIbtc for performing the conditioning - :~meritech Dr the CLEC~

The CLEC is responsible.

16. WlII Amerltech pro\'ldt CLECs access eo Its eniiaeerini records, since the records need to be
updated to reOcct the new loop Icn~rh 10 ensure MLT (cstini works properly'

As neceuary. acceS$ to rct:crd5 wlil be ;Jrc\'ided. AmuitC\:h said il would invelliialc MLT impllcu of
115 collocation pro~os.l and WIll Jll'avlde AT&T an lII\JWCT.

17. Haw dOli fDaiaCeaaoce of the recombined uabunda-1 clclften" work'?

Ameritech has res"cnslbiii~ for the ~rual mai:ltcnance ofthc elements and the CU:;C hu
responsibilitY for propcrl~ combining the clements. The CLEC mUlt identify and I«tionalizc the
mainlcnonCG problem. Th.: CLEC mlUt notify Amerilcch Which elemenu arc not wortinl properly
and Ameriteeh Will initia,e COTTrCll",!: action. Ammtech will providCl CLECs Accas 10 the necessary
mainrenance tool$ a.nd dillinosucs.
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Listed below IIrc additional questions related to Ameritecn's requirementS for CLECs to recombine
unbundled "eN/ark clcmc:nl.S:

18, Has Amcritech developed methoQS lind procedures to describe how it will separate 8lrcaciy-combincd
elcmcnu and hoWl CLECs will be requiRd to recombine clements? Ifnct, when will this be donc and
when will U1c M&P's be available to CLECs?

19. What OSS impac:u arc anticipilted from Ame:rlu:cn' 3 recombining proposals? 'What ass will
Amcrltcch 8c:c:csSlutilizr: to separate clements and will CL.ECs utiliza to rec:ombinc clemcnu? HoWl
will Ameritcch provide CLECs accCS3 to thCSll OSS7

20. What impact dOC3 Ameritcch's recombining proposal have on engineering ana inventory records?
What records will Ameritcch access or modify to separate alnwiy cOMccud elemenu? Wha.t records
will n"d to be accessed andlor updAted for a CL.EC to com"lete reeombinalion oflJ'NE.s? wtlat ~
Amerite;h's plan to ae:c:urau:ly maintain such records? How will.muluple CL.ECs LL$ing ~c:ombi"cd

UNEli be given ac:ccss 10 Amcriteeh', cnSincerin8 IlJ\d inventory ~ord.s7

ll. Hu Ameriteeh invClSliiBICd any altcrnatiYes to collocation for the ~mbin.ationof netWork elcmcnu
(for cXlU11plc, Fravidini CLECs direct acl:as to Ameritech '$ network equipment for physical
recombining or logiCAl separation end recombining)? If 10. what are Amerltcch's reasons for not
mekini thac .Itematives available to CLECs? If noL when will this investigation be done?

22_ Will Amcriteeh have any resaictions on the: number of recombined l.JNE C:USIOmcn which may be
converted to CLECs on a daily bll.5is'?

lJ. How quickly can Ameritcch insuJl collocation c:aies in all oflhc Amcritech MichiaBn ccnrnl offic=?

24. \\'hat is the availability of collocated iPlU:e: in each Ame:ritech c:entral offl~7 Pleasc describe any
IImitJuioru which may ell:ist.

15. Asswning a CLEC hlU prewired loop and twitch connections in iu tollocation space co blotl" on
I\mcritech MOF lU1d/or IOF fnlmcs, whal is the expected c1W"1tion of cWitomcr dOWl1 time for
con",enion of an uisting Amcnlcch cuslomer to A UNE CL.EC CLL$tomer'?

~6. How does Amcritcch propose to remedy Ihc provisioninglscrvice parity issues auocitted with Its
collocation praposal e.g., til clectnlnie: pravilioninz \', mlll1ua1 pnlvisionina: (2) additional loop
lengths: (J) additional pDssiblc POints cff.i1u.n:'?

Thank. you for your coapctalion on this maaer. If)-QU have: any qUClzions I can b«l ~.chcd at (312) 230
3312.

Since~ly,

~(3,"~C"M'")
SNCll Bennett

BB/tv
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Bonnie Hemphill
General Manager - AT&T CLEe Sales
Ameritech Information Industry Services
350 North Orleans. Floor 3
Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear Bonnie:

U & T Cc:;:;:~ale CO~le,

::.27 West :.~~,roe

Cl'lIcaQQ.... ":;:)1560606

As memioned in my last correspondence to you the AT&T Collocation team would meet
to discuss and develop a collocation forecast for Ameritech. At that meeting, several
observations were noted which impact the coordination and development of the forecast
data which we are to provide to Amentech. In light of Ameritech's position regarding
the 8th Circuit decision on the method of combining network elements, and its insistence
upon combining network elements through collocation, the team needs to reconsider the
impact on our coJIocation requirements in Ameritech end offices. Our CUITent collocation
data and analysis must now be re·evaluated to determine how to factor in this criterion.
Consequently, in order to provide you wim an useful forecast, I have requested that the

.AT&T Collocation team reassess our current forecast data and make the appropriate
modifications.

The reassessment and analysis of these revisions would ultimately impaJ;t the initial
timeframes reflected in Section 6.2.5 (Collocation Planning) of the Implementation Plan.
AT&T proposes 10 provide Amentech with a t'W'o-year rolling revised annually forecast
starting on January 2.0 1998 for the Termination Points. Existing Space. Future LSD's in
Existing Market and Future LSD's. We would also submit on a rwo-year folling revised
Quarterly forecast. for Power staning on January 20, April, July, and October
respectively. The team has developed forecast templates in which to provide this
information to Ameritech (Attachments 1-4). A two-year forecast that does not accoum
for the latest information, in this case consideration of Ameritech's position on the 8th
Circuit decision.. does not provide it's intended value. Given the dynamic nature of this
business it also seems appropriate to consider a six month true up option in the two-year
forecast. A5 ofthis time however, I can inform you that AT&T has no plans for
collocation in Wisconsin or Indiana for) 998. Should that plan change due: to our
business needs, I ,"ill notify you in a timely fashion so as to provide you with adequate
time to respond to the requirements.



Your feedback: on this pr0l'osal is necessary for OUI team to move forward.
If you have any questions or need funher clarification regarding the aforementioned I
can be contaCted at 312-230-2450.

Antoincne Thomas

Copy to:
Steve Hunsberger
Rhonda Johnson
Dan Noorani
Rob Polete
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Bruce C. aenn.n
DirBctor 01

Product Delivery

December 16, 1997

VIA FACSIMILE AND US MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director

Planning and Implementation
Ameritech
3SO Nonh Orleans, 3 rd Fluur
Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear Dan.

eA....T
.<Sln Floor
'227 W. Monroe Slreet
Chicago, IL 60808-5016
j 12 230·3312
FAX 312 230-8885

I am following up on the status of 3 response to my November 14, 1997 letter (attached) I sent
you following our November 6, 1997 meeting. Included in the letter is a series of questions we
asked Ameri~ech at the meeling and AT&T's understanding of Ameritech's responses. We also
included questions related 10 Ameritech's requirements {or CLECs to recombine unbundled
network clements which were not specitically addressed at the meeting. It has been over a month
since r sent you the lener which Ameritech agreed to respond to in writing, and I have not
received a response. We: would renlly appreciate: Ameriteeh's an5wers to these questions as
guickly as possible.

If you should hllve any question~. or would like to discuss Anything J clln be reached 8t (312) 230
JJ 12. Thank you in advance for your cooperation on this matter.

Sincerely,

Brucl: Bennen

BB/ev

Attachment

cc: Bonnie Hemphill
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BNC4r C. aennen
Di,ector of
ProdUCI Delivery

January 28. 1998

VIA FACSIM:rLE AND U.S. MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director
Planning and Implement:lllOn
AmeritClch
)50 North Orleans. )rd floor
Chicago. llIinois 60654

Dear D~n,

251h Floor
227 W Monroe Street
Chicago.ll 60606-5016
312 230·3312
FAll: 312 23o.aeS15

I am following up on the: S!illUS of a response to my December 16. J997 and November 14, 1997
letters regarding Ameritech' s rcqui~mcl\ts far CLECs to rec::ombine unbundled network
elements. We have nOI ycl received the response you agreed to provide and therefore can only
assume that we have corrcctly ch~rac::teriudAmeritec~'s position on r~ombination in the:
November 14. 1997 lener.

If Ameritech's p~sition on these issues has changed We would greatly appreciate a response [0

our letter.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bennett

BBlcy

cc: Bonnie Hemphill



4.acraCKb larwnaMio. ladU&rry SI.."...
350 N. OrtQIU.. f1I:Iar J
OicalD. llIi=is 6065.
1'Iloae: JJ2f.13S.S59 faa.: J 12IJ.JS·2927

Bo••i, IUmpbiJJ
c...nJ M •••1ft" - AT&T

Febr\Qry lOt 1998

Mr. BNCC Bc:mu:u
Dira::tDr' of Product Ddivery
AT&T .
'2Z7 w. Momoc., l,S'I Floor

Chi~, llliDcm 60606

nul~ to yvur letter of November \4, \ 991 to Om KCldler cd~\llmt
c;;anc::spomdmce e:au.t:eming the Ncm=m.bar 6. 1997 m.ecriDa whCl Om, Mike Kanan cd I were
invited to ~.,rimMaw1::cD GcnQQ. Bob Sherry, Bob Falc;anc aDd yaurself ccu=uiDg
AT&:r5 abilitY to c:ombinc ac:TWarit daucms pu:rswm1 tQ~Epm Cita.!it Court I J NJing.
Th.u mceri.ag W3S held as a follo..-up to John L=\ab.at', (\dober, \ 7, \ 997 lc:ncr.

Ac Chat W- bour mACUla:. ..... d.aaibed in~ haw A.lDC'iced:a CDday prewidcs lI&XlCSS 10

n.c:tWort.d~ and how AT&:.T could., if it c:bQllll r.o cia aa, '*' tbClSC c:ziering~CbU to

c:ambi= cboIe DlS'WaR: dc:mc::nu wi~ lu own &dUdes or ~thocbIr .-.cxk etc:mcm:s YJn'Yid.Cld
by Amc:ri:wd1 U)~de tdcx:omm\lniaaians services. While our di.sa&u\on cic::alt"';tb~l~
the subjea~ taetf,.-a.s nCll DCW to my ofw. "The mlDDe:r in which A.a:u:ri1a:h pnmdc:s
a.=;cs.s to these nC!'\llOl"k clcmcms~ been c::x'lCSSiydY dac:\.a:n.ctrl: ax Amcrit-=b's web site, in
our Iascn;;anndDl'l A8J1'C'!DC1t Gld iu u.aocUud lmplauc::uu:ian Plm. and in the dlouunds of
p&8lt:S filed wi1h Ameritad1's t\lfO 27) ~Iicmoas_

1. Amcrite::eb h.u prtlvidcd other CI..EC. witt\~ tc t=I aftbgyynds ofUDbuDdJed
loopa whi~ h.iI\lC bcall'I'OZ'sfWly~acdwithin tbaIc c::aric::rs' newroas U) IClNc

r.hCir awomm. Procech.In:s hnc bam established to COlJC'CtinIS.c d\e c:liic:Dcu1ec:Qon of
Amaia:d1", m.ai.I scrvic:.e .nth dul ;nc;rallmaa ofa CL£C'$ $CNicz: to minimize my
ClllDnCf mcanvemcnc:e durini the trmJ.i\iva.

2. Amm-=h doa no( clie:r:cc to AT&T how nmwark elaDtIID the ft~ sbauld be
CII:IIIDbinsi 0tJ Sftcral c:IIiQSiGAS Om~ CCUlo:u:d mf'Ra"""C'"' IMde by the
AT&T h4Rcwz4lEi.es dull Amcritech vwu~B'" AT4kT to~orm eaum
f\lacQana in c:ombiniot QlNorit tUa:neat1.

J. Ahbough it is obYiow tbaz c:ombizliDa ne:rwark dcmGI'ID as tAC)' C'I: e::um::nU)' prcrvidat
QI:l be~Iishcdin coUoccicm IJ*Z. Ama'iad1 is~ to nqatilllC D\Y odlC'



tedmjc:ally feasible a1te:malive thcAT&T~&.o~, AT&T indie:ate:d uw it
*OU1d~ making .uch a prapauJlhanly.

Uaf'ommm:ly, allhouab the mcctiDg wu c:szablisbcd to acbIDp our i,*,*",'tivc views ofth~
court'. decision. once &he ma:ang started you pnrv;dcd liulc ~IIWiClftof AT&::T's pasitiorl on
1he isme. You stIIa1 thm yau. were: not al4bDriD:d to ciiIC\LII AT&T"3 viC'W111 tnII tim.c..
sewaal times cblriag~ mcaing. you rrr CIne ofltae eJdI.. AT&T~vCliDdiCllllld tUt
ATitT was~g altcmmve IJ"I'UIl='erlU which it m'mded to fomWly propose to
AmcriU:l:b. A51M matina adjourned, it wu Amcritecb's '"'-wNyfins dJal AT&T wauld be
"",kiD« thoac ptopc.a.ls in~ ncar fUrore. II WIll to Ute- fan.b.oomiq proposalJ dLc Ameriu.dl
agra:d to rapaaci NCllriy 1hft:r: manms~", passed sim:a t.bIIl mc:diDs- To cS&tc.. Ame:ritacl:l bas
nor ftlCl::i~ my prapoals ftum AT&T ~CD.~ tho £iatnh Circ:vit'. ca-d£r wu clcznl:ua the
fll5l'Qns;lrility.,co c:ombine nC'lWon: elOIIIam raI:S with ATcl:T, I10l Amcrite:dt.

W"nh n:gatt1 &.0 die November 14-~ I aum IdmiI di81hcrc -.s $QIDC puzziemcm
oa. our pu'C~~ n:lICI:iWld ytNr dnalmCl'rt wbC'l~~ dJar ATet-T UIU prepaiag co
open nqariuiCIIS CII1 an aJlO'native praposal to Usc CListias caUoaIiaD maremc:ats. Our
arigiaaJ iAtaltiexl wu to re:spand. whm AT&T sh.IIrad ia pnlIpGMl wim us. lWwevcr, I think it is
now obvious lMt your pt'DpOA.I is deleyai. Yau may nUw Co cbe t:btc:IC priDu lilUd~ as an
a.ea.tnIle suznmzry af Amc:ritecb'$ positiO'D IDd Ameri1.ccb's wilJinl1lPC" mcllbility to pnrvidc
.a:.cu to a=wart clCDClDLI ao WI tbcy can be ce:rmbW:d by ATAT(1rith dClail. provicl.cd in U1e
ea=.siva doC'umf"n!Vign mc:Dtioa.cd earlier).

1 mo beliave thai AT&T's pasiti.cm com-jged in ita fCIftIQQ l...-a cJf NCM:I:Dbcr 18. 1997 md
r::a.:.utlcr 18., t 997 Vt&I wsingawous. Since AT&.T has~yrc1b::Icd to K:ICCpt bGd1 the
ONE pliXfiim mil iEiin:d tnIVpCIrt dafiDitiana c:aa\ai.Dcd iD our !Dsar.w,,·:r:rioo~ or_
~iIU:hClla&it's N1iDp. tbc:y ClOWeS have no U:npaa CXl ATaT. ability to Nlfi1l Lts~
aeligmaas far fore:::asu. In my c:ue.. .ma: you DOW ba¥w ouri~ tb.tn sbould be DO

further imp:xlimrzn to your fon:::ca.stingp~

I &1$0 nate tM1 ATaT tw publicly mnounc:ed~em-of ia rc:u.Ic dfaru aJ1:hou@b
subumuial order vatuz:na QXDUnw: tbnlucb our 1G'Yic:c cc:ntt:r. r a'n eunCllQ u to wbaiu:r Uti!
Clfto=amcm, &laDl with Ute Eipm CitC.lit's Nlil'\i. will ~t in.~ pasitign ~s~vis

the UNE P1U:fcmL wbimfor all int.em: and purpote'S w-s~ lNft WIll ftZIiIJe as T'ELJUC
rcc:s. If you ba¥e cry infonn..uan wR:h yqvd to thls siOAAlian m.a 'IOU '<I1lI'OU1d be 1IlriUina to

share. A.J:urind1 would ~a.e it.

Bru..c:c.. to the exu:ut you wish to QUa nno m.tIBIl.ingfW di.JOS'UC aD your DaniOr"ark e11111le:at

CAWDb'iDaDan a1tan&D..,~. your aa:uuDt team c Amcritl::l:h. St&dI rt:8dy to do 10. When you
obc:aiD Ute awboriz;aign to dI~ lhcsc it.r::m.s., ple:ac fi::el frDc tg fClWft Illy propneeJs you wish
AI'DIsr'ited:l '0 c:oasi&::r-.

Siru:z:x'cl,..,

~11



Bruce C. Bennen
Director 01
Product Delivery

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Bonnie Hemphill
General Manager
Ameritech Information Industry Services
350 North Orleans
Floor)
Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Bonnie:

february 27, 1998

--
==ATaT
~

25th Floor
227 W. Monroe SHeel
Chicago.IL 60608·5016
312 230-3312
FAX 3' 2 230-8886

I am in receipt of your Fc::bruary 10, 1993 letter ~plying to my letter ofNovember 14,
1997. Your letter fails to respond [Q AT&T's requests - contained in my initial letter and
reiterated in follow-up correspondence on December 16. 1997 and January 28, 1998 that
Ameritech clarify and confirm its position on the manner in which it proposes TO make available
unbundled UNEs to CLEes. including an explanation of how Ameritech combines UNEs for its
own use and how Ameritcch will separate UNEs that are currently combined. The information
we requested is essential for AT&T to evaluate whether your current collocation-based offering is
a reasonable:: means to combine Ameritech tINEs (loops and switches), as well 83 to assess
possible altematives.

Your lener attempts to suggest that Ameritech has not responded to my November 14,
1997 letter because it has been waiting for an AT&.T proposal. What we agreed to at our
November 6, 1997 meeting, however. was that AT&T would summarize in writing what 1T
understood Amc:ritech's position to be on those questions, and that Ameritech would respond in
writing, and that was not tied to any AT&T alternative proposal. If. as you contend, you were
"puzzled" by my November 14<1\ letter, presumably you remained puzzled by my subsequent
requests for the infonnation. and yet you never called and never responded. If Ameritech had a
different understanding, in other words, it WIL5 incumbent on Ameritech to respond in some
fashion rather than simply remain silent for t.hree months.

Your latest letter, moreover, is not responsive. We fully understand that Ameritech has
provided CLECs ""ith their own switches access to your unbundled loops by using collocation to
connect to their networks. AT&T's questions were posed to gain an undel"SWlding ofwhether
Ameritech's collocation product, designed for connecting lINEs in an environment for CLEC
switch providers to a~ess unbundled loops in your network, is reasonable when Ameritech
provides both the loops and the switch. As We discussed in our meeting. it is AT&Ts vicw that



Bonnie Hemphill
February 27. 1998
Page 2

collocation as a method to connect an ILEC's own switches with its own unbundled loops serves
no valid commercial purpose, but additional information. which only Ameritech holds, is needed
to more fully evaluate this issue. The "three points" and the "extensive documentation" which
you outline in your letter thus fail to address the questions posed in my letter.

Further. your statement that lor anyone else from AT&T said we were not authorized to

discuss AT&Ts views isjust plain wrong. We came to the meeting seeking clarification and
detail around Ameritech's position, as indicated above. It is. after all. up to Ameritech to state
how it proposes to make unbundled UNEs available to CLECs based upon the gab Circuit's
decision, before CLECs can determine how they might be combined. Additionally, however. we
discussed preliminarily AT&rs proposal to utilize the "recent change process" to separate and
reconnect Ameritech's unbundled loops and ports. although of course not in the level of detail that
would be necessary to work through those issues. As indicated below, we arc prepared to pursue
those discussions.

Frankly, Bonnie, thinking back on this Ameritech's insistence upon attorney invol"'emcnt
in what should be business meetings, prior even to exploring the technical and operational issues.
appears to be a big part of the problem. In an effort to proceed on a business to business level. I
would suggest the following. First, I would appreciate a response to our questions included in my
February JO. 1997 letter. Second, 1 propose we schedule a meeting to discuss·AT&rs "recent
change proposal" in greater detail, approximately a week subsequent to Ameritcch's response to
our questions. The meeting would be held without 8ttomc:ys present. As indicated in Bill Davis's
lc:ttl:r to John Lenahan on October 23, 1997 AT&T is prepared to pursue these discussions.
without prejudice to either party's legal position, from an opemtional and business perspecti"'e.
You are exactly right when you say these issues should be worked through the IU:count team.

Your prompt written reply would be appreciated. Please CJlII if you would like to discuss
any aspect of this maner in greater detail.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bennett

BB/ev



lilOOS

March 16, 1998

T-.A.....
Va Ptl8ioent·SalU
UQl~c C&nU:.'"i

.... ,
.'

VIA FAX.: (312) n0-88J4 &FlR.ST CLASS MAlL
,

Vi~ ~iilicnt· Ceattal St&tc$ Lo<;al Scrvi~ Org.m:.anon
AT&T
227 West Monroe Strcct, 13'11 Floor
Chicago, Illino~ 60606

Dear Sir or Mae.am:

I am writing pursuant to S"tion 29.3 of the Intc..~nAgreementS under Scctio~251 and
252 ofthc::Tclceommunieations Act of 1996 by end between Ameriteeh aod AT~T (in.ctividually UK'.
COIlcclively. the "As:reomcnt'j to tuquirc rcuC:'ltotiuion ofc:t1Uin proviaions cfthc Agreement ir.ligr.t of
(he fmal and oona1)p~l~QeeiSlOn of the United States Coun of AppcaJi fOf the Eighth Circu:t in l!l.~

Utilities Boyd v. f.C.C .. 120 F.3d IS3, (811\ Gr. 1997), which dCClsicn va.c.ated certain roles contalnt'~. in
Pan 51 0 fTitIe 47 of the Code ofFedc:.nl Regulations (such vacated rula rdcncd to hcm:in as l~.e

4Jaeau:.d Rula').

As you knew, the Vacated Rules were in dI'e::::t when the A~c:ntwas ncgoWued. arbitr.1 r-;1,
signed. 3l1d apPTOved.. Consistent with Section 29.3. the Ei&hth Circuit"s final and ncnlq)pcaJablc
rl"~i&ion va~ting the VaQte.Cl Rules gives rise to an uAmendment to tm: Act''' (a$ defined in Scctt01 ~;9.3

he Agreement) and ~cril.ech Ihcn:fon; dem:mds renegotiation ofthc: provisions in the Agreement
tn.at w~e aifectcd by such Amendment to the Act.

in keeping with the good faith reqlJ.ircmCIll ofSect.ion 293. Amcrit:c:hrequcstS that AT&T
ic.::nrify a point of contact to negotiate tb.e 4mendnu:nL Aecotdingly, please identify to mc in wr1tng by
no lata than March 23, 1998. AT&T'~ point of contact and I will have th.e applicable Ameritech ",:.
n~~otiation te::3m conL3.C[ that individu.a.l. . .

If you have my questions. ple~ call me at (312) 335·6531.

Si..nccre1y.

c=: Bor..nic Hemphill
AT&T Vice President· Law & Government AJrairs
VIAF~ (312) 230·883S
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Philip S. Abraham8
Senior Attorney

. March23. 1998

.Via Fax and U.S. :Mail

Mr. Michael J.~n
Vice President & General Counsel
Ameriteeh Information Industry Services
350 North Orleans
Floor 5
Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Mike:

13th Aoor
227 West Monroe Street
Chicago. Ullnois 60606
312230-2645

:\/:

, ...~ ..

•..
This is in response to Ted Edwards' March 16, 1998 letter proposing that our

" companies renegotiate certain provisions of the Interconnection Agreement in E$t of
the "final and nonappealable" decision of the United States Court ofAppeal.s fer the
Eighth Circuit.

" Since Ted's letter is not explicit, please submit to me, in writing, the specific
provisions of the Interconnection Agreement that you wish to renegotiate and inrliea.te
the basis for thaI request (i.e., please cross-reference those provisions to the 'iiI....~J..t and
nonappealable" portions oftb.e Eighth Circuit's decision). Upon receipt, AT&l. (.:3Il

both detemrine ifour companies are in agreement with the staIus ofth.e portiC'::,{s)' of"
the order in question and how to move forward undc:r Section 29.3 of the ".
.lnterconnection Agreement

Sincerely,

Philip S. Abrahams

cc: Ted Edwards - Ameriteeh
Jane Medlin
Bill West

..

l
,



NOTEBAERT SAYS AMERITECH CAN'T FOLLOW FCC SEC. 271 'ROAD MAP'

CI-llCAGO -- Although Ameritech initially was enthusiastic about FCC development of "road map"
for RHCs to use in meeting requirements for long distance entry, company has found after further study
that it's "impossible" to follow those directions, Ameritech Chmn. Richard Notebaert told reporters Tue:Js.
in news conference here. He said Ameritech has decided it can't file any more entry applications until it
determines whether new FCC members will have different interpretation of Telecom Act checklist
requirements. He gave keynote speech at USTA convention here earlier in day.

Road map is nickname for guidance included in FCC order in Aug. denying Ameritech's Sec. 271
request to offer long distance in Mich. In that order, Commission outlined what RHC needed to do to
win approval of application. Ameritech last summer hailed that action as victory for RHCs because FCC
never before had issued directions to meet checklist.

However, on clqser study company discovered it would have to spend at least $200 million and more
than year's work to meet some requirements involving billing, operational support systems and
certain technical details of interconnection, Notebaert said. He said guidelines would require changes in
billing system - for example, to accept 6 entries instead of 2 -- and information that isn't even available
now. He said company is waiting to see whether FCC will clarify problem when it rules on BeliSouth's
Sec. 271 petition in Dec. Ameritech officials said they have held many meetings with FCC staff in effort
to resolve problem but haven't received any assurance that revisions will be made.

Ameritech also is hesitant to file for Sec. 271 entry until it determines how newly constituted FCC will
interpret recent ruling by 8th U.S. Appeals Court, St. Louis, on unbundled elements and shared transport,
Notebaert said. He said court's language on rebundling was "very straightforward" but so was its earlier
language on forward-looking pricing that FCC interpreted in way that RHCs found questionable. In
pricing case, FCC had continued to apply fOT\vard-looking pricing principles in reviewing Sec. 271
applications, action that RHCs have challenged in court. Because of uncertainty at federal level,
Ameritech "isn't pushing very hard" to win state approval for long distance entry, Notebaert said.

In his speech at USTA convention, Notebaert urged telcos to be "imaginative" and "bold" in facing
newly competitive world. Like other speakers' at this year's sessions (see separate story, this issue), his
comments almost took form of pep talk to smaller companies. He said that increased competition in
cellular market helped Ameritech by encouraging it to try harder to meet customers' needs and to offer
digital cellular service quickly. As result, he said, Ameritech has experienced 30% annual growth rate.
By being "bold" and entering cable market when some predicted failure, Ameritech is "winning more
than a th ird of the cable households where our service is up and running," he said.

Notebaert said that meeting customer needs is best way to compete: "Our future is in the hands of our
customers. Nothing has more bearing on our ability to prosper than to see the world through their eyes."
He said some in audience might point out that they didn't offer cellular or couldn't see getting into cable
since they count customers only "in the thousands." Notebaert warned that "that kind of thinking is the
path to oblivion" and all companies must "unshackle OUf imaginations and, as we like to say at
Ameritech, look at this business through the windshield rather than the rear-view mirror."

CDviaNewsEDGE

Copyright (c) 1997 Warren Publishing, Inc.
Received by NewsEDGElLAN: 10/28/977:54 PM
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THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Review of Ameritech
Ohio's Economic Costs for Interconnection.
Unbundled Network Elements. and Recipro
cal Compensation for Transport and Termi
nation of Local Telecommunications Traffic.

)
)
)
)
)

Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC

1

2

SE~OND ENTRY ON REHEARING

The Commission finds:

(1) On June 19. 1997, the Commission issued an Opinion and
Order addressing in detail the total element long run incre
mental cost (TELRIC) studies submitted by Arneritech Ohio
(Ameritech) in this matter. These TELRIC studies were in
tended to establish the rates for unbundled network elements
which Ameritech proposes to charge competitors for provi
sioning unbundled network elements as required by the Tele
communications Act of 1996 (1996 Act)! and this Commis
sion's local service gUidelines set forth in Case No. 95-845-TP
COl (845 Guidelines).

(2) On September 18. 1997, the Commission issued an Entry on
Rehearing modifying and clarifying, to the limited extent
addressed therein, the June 19, 1997 Opinion and Order.

(3) On October 20, 1997, applications for rehearing of the Com~

mission's September 18, 1997 Entry on Rehearing were timely
filed by Ameritech, AT&T Communications of Ohio (AT&T),
and MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI)2 pursuant
to Section 4903.10, Revised Code. and Rule 4901-1-35, Ohio
Administrative Code. Memoranda contra the applications for
rehearing were timely filed by Ameritech and jointly by
AT&T and MCI.

(4) In their joint application for rehearing, AT&T and MCI aver
that the Commission erred in its September 18. 1997 Entry on
Rehearing concerning the application of the 20 percent reduc
tion in shared costs. AT&T and MCl allege that, rather than
adopt their position and reduce the shared cost percentage

Codified as 47 U.S.C. 151 et seq.
Consistent with their earl1er practices in this matter. AT & T and Mel submitted a Joint appllca{ion for
rehearing.

01/20/98 TUE 13:57 [TX/RX ~O 65011


